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North American Energy Standards Board

1301 Fannin, Suite 2350, Houston, Texas 77002

Phone:  (713) 356-0060, Fax:  (713) 356-0067, E-mail: naesb@naesb.org


Home Page: www.naesb.org

TO:
NERC/NAESB Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG) and Interested Industry Parties
FROM: 
DeDe Kirby, Meeting/Project Manager, NAESB 

RE
Final Minutes from the NERC/NAESB Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group (JISWG) Meeting – August 30-31, 2005
DATE:

September 16, 2005
Wholesale Electric Quadrant
NERC/NAESB Joint Interchange Scheduling Working Group Meeting
Bonneville Power administration offices, Portland, OR
August 30-31, 2005
final Minutes
1. Administrative
Mr. Harshbarger welcomed the participants to the meeting.  The participants in the meeting and on the phone introduced themselves.  Ms. Kirby gave the anti-trust advice.  Mr. Sorenson moved to adopt the agenda and Mr. Johnson seconded the motion.  The agenda was adopted by consensus.  Mr. Blevins moved to adopt the 6/23-24/05 and 7/15/05 draft minutes and Mr. Johnson seconded the motion.  The two sets of draft minutes were adopted by consensus. 
2. NERC Updates
Mr. Blevins stated that he had reviewed the work products and decisions made at the June 23-24 and July 15th, 2005 JISWG meetings with the NERC Interchange Subcommittee (IS) at their August 24-25 meeting.  Mr. Blevins also reviewed a letter from the Western Electric Coordinating Council (WECC) Interchange Subcommittee and Accounting Subcommittee (IS/AS) sent to the NERC IS, NAESB Electronic Scheduling Subcommittee/Information Technology Subcommittee (ESS/ITS), and NERC/NAESB JISWG, located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_jiswg083005w4.doc.  Mr. Blevins stated that this was an update letter from the IS/AS and that the IS had several responses to the issues recorded and the ongoing work of the IS/AS.
Mr. Blevins reviewed the first issue of the letter - a Reliability Entities ability to “step on” another Reliability Entities curtailment and the ability of that entity to reload the transaction to the original amount.  Mr. Blevins stated the IDC Working Group at NERC had suggested that part of the problem surrounding this issue might be dealt with by an IDC change order.  Mr. Blevins stated the IS had discussed the issue of cost and benefit related to the issue of correcting the problem.  He stated that although the occurrence of this issue was rare, the NERC Transaction Information Systems Working Group (TISWG) group was discussing various solutions, including a change in software.  Mr. Hansen stated that he was directed by the Standards Authorization Committee (SAC) to expand the scope of the Standards Authorization Request (SAR) for NERC IRO-006-1 (Transmission Loading Relief Reliability Standards) to include this item.  He added that the SAC thought the issue was significant enough to reliability to address it through the TLR SAR.  Mr. Hansen stated that the JISWG would draft comments to the TLR SAR that addressed this proposed expansion of scope later in the meeting (please see agenda item #8).  Mr. Blevins stated that the IS would like to see more investigation into the issue.  Mr. Simonelli stated that dollar estimates behind the different solutions would be beneficial to the industry and provide for a justified analysis.  
Mr. Hansen stated that the solution to the problem may be more than technical and require standards.  He stated that reloads that come across the system that are not provided for correctly should be denied.  Mr. Blevins stated that a standard already existed at NERC to keep Reliability Entities from “stepping on” curtailments, and that the issue was that the IDC was not able to reload correctly because of an unawareness of a reliability adjustment.  Mr. Blevins stated that this had been fixed through IDC change order #148.  Mr. Hansen stated that the JISWG would pursue options for a solution through the TLR SAR, because the issue was not just specific to the IDC.  
Mr. Blevins reviewed the second issue raised in the WECC letter, the ability to deny curtailment.  He added that the IS had discussed the removal of the ability to deny, but thought there was merit in the review and approval process.  The IS noted that there would also be problems with an automated system that approved curtailments.  Mr. Gumm stated that if the ability to deny was maintained, a business practice should be written to delineate when a curtailment can be denied.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that the only approval on a tag is source and sink.  By an active approval, it would seem they have coordinated the transaction.  A denial on a tag might mean that they were unable to map out the transaction.  Mr. Simonelli stated that the IS thought this issue was reliability.  Mr. Hansen asked if a SAR should be developed for this issue.  Mr. Sorenson stated that it would most likely fit into the reliability standards for Coordinate Interchange.  Mr. Blevins suggested the JISWG make comments to the NERC Coordinate Interchange draft standard to support these decisions.
The group reviewed the third issue stated the in the WECC letter.  Mr. Blevins stated that the NERC IS discussed the origin of the 24 hour limit to curtailment.  Many entities were not able to accept adjustments in excess of the 24 hour time limit.  Mr. Blevins stated that the IS was unsure if this limitation still existed in the industry and that the TISWG was going to research whether the limitation is still a valid issue. He added that all systems may currently be technically advanced enough to handle curtailments that happen further than 24 hours out.  

The group reviewed issue 4 of the WECC letter.  The last item was stated for information purposes to the NERC IS, the NAESB ESS/ITS, and the NERC/NAESB JISWG.  The IS/AS is looking at uses for capacity tags, dynamic tags, and emergency tags.  Mr. Gumm explained that after the uses for the tags have been defined, business practices and reliability standards might be necessary to enable their use.  
Mr. Hansen stated that in light of the issues discussed, the JISWG would submit comments on Reliability Entities “stepping on” another entities curtailment to the NERC TLR SAR.  The JISWG will also submit comments to both the NERC TLR SAR and the NERC CI SAR on the denial of curtailment.  

Mr. Blevins next reviewed comments from the IS on the draft cost/benefit analysis of the Interchange Authority (IA) tool completed by the JISWG (posted on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_jiswg083005w3.doc).  Mr. Blevins stated that the IS would like the JISWG to list out actual benefits in the draft case.  

Mr. Blevins stated that teams had been assembled at NERC to concentrate on the ERO process.  He stated that issues being discussed in the teams included the budget process and NERC’s ability to enforce penalties.  

Mr. Blevins stated that he would work with the NAESB office to create an exploder for the JISWG.  He added that he would be assisting NAESB at NERC in the distribution of JISWG information. 
3. Review Systems Requirement Document (SRD) for Registry
 The group discussed the process for the development of the new registry at NERC.  Mr. Blevins stated that Mr. Nolan of NERC had been assigned project manager for the registry. Mr. Sorenson stated that business practices for the interface of the new tool should be drafted while the new tool is being developed.  Mr. Gumm stated that in the current registry, no interface or maintenance standards existed and that the future business practices written for the tool should include a standard for the quarterly review of the registry.  Mr. Hansen stated that the process for the registry would be discussed further at the next meeting of the group. 
Mr. Rodriquez reviewed the concept of a central flowgate with the group.  He reviewed the example document “PJM/MISO JOA Flowgate Data Exchange” at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_jiswg083005w6.pdf.  Mr. Rodriquez took the action item of creating a data dictionary for this information and to make the information more generic.  Mr. Hansen stated that Mr. Rodriquez’s revised document would be incorporated in the SRD under section 2.2.  
Mr. Sorenson stated that audit trailing should be included under section 4.  Mr. Hansen stated that the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) (the Commission) provided budgetary funds to NERC to address the registry.  Mr. Blevins stated that funding at NERC was still under discussion.  
Mr. Sorenson stated that e-MARC would be included in the topology section of the registry and that the registry should allow for e-Tag validation.  Mr. Hansen stated that transmission providers and other entities should not have to manually validate this information.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the validation would block tags unless they are legitimate.

The group discussed using a single entity code to denote a listing on the registry, or multiple codes to denote multiple roles.  Mr. Sorenson stated that a single entity code could be used with provisions for an entity to check off in the registry what roles apply to that code.  The group discussed whether entities should have the right of first refusal for the new registry for codes used in the old.  Mr. Bentz asked if “wild cards” for Point of Receipt (POR) and Point of Delivery (POD) would be allowed in the new registry for use in defining paths.  Mr. Sorenson stated that topology related wild cards were legal and would be allowed for in the registry.       
The designations of entities on page 4 of the document were revised.  The group changed Reliability Authority (RA) to Reliability Coordinator (RC) to better reflect NERC’s ongoing work on the functional model.  In addition, Transmission Service Provider (TSP) was struck from the merchant list because they are not classified as merchants.  The group discussed how best to denote observers on the registry.  “Others” was the agreed upon term.  “Registry Administrator” was also added to the list of entity roles.  
Mr. Sorenson reviewed the comment included under section 2.3.4 of the SRD.  The group agreed it would be best to enumerate the type of business transactions in the SRD.  The group discussed how best to provide for backward compatibility in 2.3.5.  The group agreed to reorganize the section and strike the use of TC/PSE from the document.  
Mr. Rodriquez asked if a generic “desk” would be identified by registered entities for contact information.  The group discussed the method in which to register multiple desks for one entity.  Mr. Blevins asked that the SRD identify the process for registering identification and provide for approval from both PORs and PODs.  Mr. Sorenson stated that a contact desk could be identified for each role.  He explained that one contact number might be provided for the PSE role because the role is more general and several desks and sets of information might be registered for the Control Authority (CA) role because of the need for specificity.  Each entity role would have a separate list of contacts to provide and rules associated with those contacts.  He added that agents for entities could also be registered as contacts.  
The group discussed the editorial comment to section 2.4.1.  The group decided that updates should be allowed in the registry.  If a company changes name, the identified roles and characteristics of that company will be copied over to the new name.  However, the history of the old registered code will be kept for mapping and reference.  If a company is split, the new entities also will have the old characteristics copied to them, unless otherwise noted to the registry.  Although new codes might be used, the old would be kept on file as noted above.  For entities that experience an event that requires an update, an activation and deactivation time will be allowed for this process.  

The group agreed under section 2.10.2 that some sort of failsafe mechanism should be instituted for certain registrations.   The group discussed allowing for updates at will for those attributes that do not require approval in section 2.10.5.  Mr. Hansen suggested that delineation in the registry should be noted for the two types of updates – those that require approval and those that do not.  
The group decided that optional fields versus required fields should also be designated in the registry under section 2.11.1.  Mr. Hansen asked if access should be restricted and require a client certificate, as questioned in section 3.8.  Mr. Mitreski stated that certain information posted on the registry was sensitive.  Mr. Hansen stated that the group could hold off on answering this question until the design phase of the registry.  
The action items for the SRD are the following: Mr. Sorenson will finish the topology section and edits to the SRD; Mr. Rodriquez will complete the flowgate portion of the registry and; Mr. Blevins will provide the group with an action plan on how NERC will proceed with the development of the registry.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the SRD should be posted for informal comments before the next meeting.  Mr. Hansen stated that the informal comments would be reviewed at the next meeting of the JISWG.  He added that the JISWG would stay active in the development of the registry when moved to NERC, i.e. stay informed of the development and participate in the review process.  
4. e-Tag Enhancements (potential NAESB standards requests or NERC SARS)
The group reviewed and updated the items found in the “Updated Prioritized e-Tag Enhancement List” found at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_jiswg083005w2.doc.  Mr. Harshbarger noted that item 1 of the list was now Request R05018 and had been triaged to the ESS/ITS.  Mr. Sorenson stated that he expected the request to be assigned to the JISWG for their next meeting.  Item 2 is still part of the SRD.  No interest has yet been shown in items 3, 4, 5, and 7.  Mr. Gumm stated the WECC IS/AS was in the process of drafting two SARS for emergency and capacity tags.  In addition, the WECC IS/AS was drafting a request for standards development for dynamic tags.  The two SARS and the request for standards development are being drafted to address item 6 of the list.  Mr. Gumm stated that he would discuss item 8 with the Market Interface Committee (MIC) of the WECC at their next meeting.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that item 8 had been discussed with the Coordinate Interchange Standards Drafting Team at NERC.  He added that some interest had been shown in the development of a market assembly function but that no definite decision had yet been made.  Mr. Sorenson stated that if no interest was shown in this function, the item would be delayed.  

Mr. Hansen stated that Items 9 and 11 would be addressed in comments to the NERC TLR SAR.  Mr. Sorenson stated that item 10 would be included in the SRD for the registry.  An updated version of this list is located at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_jiswg083005a3.doc.   
5. Other Potential Requests or SARS
Action on the Dynegy/Calpine request for OASIS enhancements is delayed until the request is submitted.  Mr. Sorenson stated that the request for standards development for displacement with right of first refusal had been submitted to NAESB and was designated as R05019.  He added that the request had not been processed by the NAESB Triage Subcommittee, but would most likely be assigned to the OASIS 1A Task Force at NAESB.  Mr. Gumm stated that he would update the JISWG on a potential request for standards development for tagging all interchange transactions and updating dynamic tags with correct information at the next meeting.  He added that if interest was shown in such a request, he would take the action item of drafting it.   
6. PKI  
Mr. Sorenson stated that the ESS/ITS was set to discuss an OASIS certification list for the certification program at NAESB at their August 31 – September 1, 2005 meeting.  He added that a similar effort to draft a list for Public Key Infrastructure (PKI) was underway in the JISWG.  Mr. Burden stated that before significant discussion on PKI, NAESB should decide upon procedural questions of whether PKI could reside at NAESB.  In addition, before a certification program can exist for PKI, PKI standards must be adopted at NAESB.  Further discussion on the item was delayed until the next meeting of the JISWG.  
7. Review and Discuss High Level Cost Benefit Analysis for full IA functionality
Mr. Hansen and Mr. Harshbarger completed a draft for IA functionality, located on the website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_jiswg083005w3.doc.  Mr. Hansen stated that the comments of the IS (as stated in agenda item 2) would be reviewed and that benefits would be listed out in the document.  Mr. Harshbarger added that a description on the origin of the document would be included.  This document will be reviewed and discussed at the next meeting of the JISWG.     
8. Write and Submit Comments to SAR on TLR Procedures for the Eastern Interconnection
The JISWG drafted comments to the NERC TLR SAR for the expansion of the SAR for the reloading of curtailed transactions and the denial of curtailments.  These comments are located on the NAESB website at http://www.naesb.org/pdf2/weq_jiswg083005a2.doc.  Mr. Mitreski, Mr. Burden, and Mr. Johnson abstained from the comments.  Mr. Blevins submitted the comments to NERC from those members of the JISWG present on August 31st that did not denote abstention.      
9. Next Steps/Other Business
Ms. Rehman stated that the NAESB Executive Committees had put together a task force to review D-U-N-S® numbering.  Mr. Burden stated that WGQ and the Retail Gas Quadrant (RGQ) and Retail Electric Quadrant (REQ) decided it was most cost effective to continue using the numbering system.  He added that the WEQ had decided that there was merit in considering other alternatives to the D-U-N-S® numbers to address concerns of the industry and the Commission.  He explained that the ultimate choice for the WEQ would permit the NAESB standards to evolve without relying on third party providers for unique identifiers for entities.  Mr. Burden stated that this would be a joint effort between NAESB and NERC to decide upon the best method.  
The group discussed whether a number used for the registry could be used as the company identifier.  Ms. Rehman stated that a special D-U-N-S® number was used for OASIS reservations in the electric industry and that the number was not the same as that used for creditworthiness.  Mr. Harshbarger stated that NAESB should work with NERC to jointly determine if an alternative system would be better.  
10. Adjourn 
Mr. Mitreski moved to adjourn and Mr. Johnson seconded the motion.  The meeting was adjourned at 12:30 Pacific Time on August 31, 2005.  
11. Attendance

	Name:
	
	Organization:
	In person/ Phone
	Days Attended

	Baisden
	Dan
	Southern Co.
	Phone
	Aug. 30

	Bentz
	Roger
	Bonneville Power Administration
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Blevins
	Bill
	NERC
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Burden
	Christopher
	Williams Gas Pipeline
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Burke
	Andrew
	PacifiCorp
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Downey
	Kathee
	PacificCorp
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Eckelkamp
	Jim
	Progress Energy
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Franz
	Marilyn
	Sierra Pacific/Nevada Power
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Gumm
	Bert
	Idaho Power Corporation
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Hansen
	Jim
	Seattle City Light
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Harshbarger
	Bob
	Puget Sound Energy
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Johnson
	Chris
	Areva 
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Kitali
	Salah
	Bonneville Power Admin.
	In person
	Aug. 30

	Kirby
	DeDe
	NAESB
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	McPherson
	Taryn
	Bonneville Power Admin.
	Phone
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Mickey
	Joel
	ERCOT
	In person
	Aug. 30

	Mitreski
	Aleks
	ISO New England
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Rehman
	Barbara
	Bonneville Power Admin.
	Phone
	Aug 31 & 31

	Rodriquez
	Andy
	PJM
	In person
	Aug. 30 

	Schwermann
	Bob
	Sacramento Municipal Utility District
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Simonelli
	John
	ISO New England
	Phone
	Aug. 30

	Simons
	Scott
	Bonneville Power Admin. 
	In person
	Aug. 30

	Simpson
	Troy
	Bonneville Power Admin.
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Smulski
	Bonita
	Bonneville Power Admin.
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Sorenson
	Paul
	OATI
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Szot
	Lisa
	California ISO
	Phone
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Tritch
	Andy
	SunGard
	Phone
	Aug. 30 & 31

	Wood
	JT
	Southern Co.
	In person
	Aug. 30 & 31
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